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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )E] Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 May 2006 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)K This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) H Claim(s) 1-22 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-22 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 5-9- 
2006 has been entered. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-7, 8-14, 15-22, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Detampel, Jr. et al. (US 2001/0002927, hereinafter Detampel) in view 
of Susen et al. (US PAT: 7,035,386, hereinafter Susan) 

Regarding claim 1, Detampel discloses for call conferencing, comprising: 
detecting first access to a conference bridge operable to support a conference call, 
receiving a first pass code from the first access, and securing the conference bridge 
using the pass code received from the first access by allowing a second access to the 
conference bridge, the second access based at least partially on the pass code from the 
first access (figs. 1 , 4, 6, paragraphs: 0006, 001 1-0027, 0052-0054, 0064, 0067-0075) 
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Regarding claim 8, Detampel discloses an apparatus for call conferencing, 
comprising: one or more ports operable to receive at least one channel of a plurality of 
channels for a conference call, and one or more processors (not shown) collectively 
operable to: detect a first access to a conference bridge operable to support the 
conference call, receive a first pass code from the first access, and secure the 
conference bridge using the pass code received from the first access by allowing the 
second access to the conference bridge, the second access based at least partially on 
the pass code from the first access (figs. 1 , 4, 6, paragraphs: 0006, 001 1-0027, 0052- 
0054, 0064, 0067-0075) 

Regarding claim 15, Detampel discloses a computer program on a computer 
readable medium and operable to be executed by a processor, the computer program 
comprising computer readable program code for: detecting a first access to a 
conference bridge operable to support a conference call, receiving a first pass code 
from the first access, and securing the conference bridge using the pass code received 
from the first access by allowing a second access to the conference bridge, the second 
access based at least partially on the pass code from the first access (figs. 1, 4, 6, 
paragraphs: 0006, 0011-0027, 0052-0054, 0064, 0067-0075) 

Detampel differs from claimed invention in that he does not explicitly teach the 
following: allowing a second access to continue after the conference call begins based 
at least partially on a second pass code, wherein the second pass code may or may not 
equal the first pass code. 
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However, Susen discloses method for checking access authorization which 
teaches the following: allowing a second access to continue after the conference call 
(reads on conversation taking place between users of the telephones) begins based at 
least partially on a second pass code, wherein the second pass code may or may not 
equal the first pass code (see abstract; col. 5, line 59 - col. 6, line 3; col. 6 line 45-50; 
col. 8 lines 3-7; col. 1 1 lines 59-63). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Detampel's system to provide for the following: allowing a 
second access to continue after the conference call begins based at least partially on a 
second pass code, wherein the second pass code may or may not equal the first pass 
code as this arrangement would facilitate verifying the participants are bona-fide 
participants to the telecommunication system after the call is established so that this 
would further increase security against abuse of telecommunication resources as taught 
by Susen. 

Regarding claims 2-7, 9-14, 16-21, Detampel further teaches the following 
wherein the second pass code (reads on PIN, see fig. 6) does not equal the first pass 
code, receiving the second pass code (reads on PIN, see fig. 6) from the first access 
during the conference call, prompting a participant to identify whether the conference 
bridge, receiving the first pass code in response to the participant indicating that the 
conference bridge is to be secured, second access is based at least partially on the 
pass code from the first access when the conference bridge is secured, identifying the 
first access as being associated with a chairperson , prompting the participant for the 
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first pass code, receiving an identification of one or more depressed numeric buttons on 
a communication device associated with the participant and determining whether the 
one or more identified numeric buttons represents the numeric sequence associated 
with the first pass code, and wherein receiving the pass code from the first access in 
response to determining that the first access is associated with the chairperson, the one 
or more processors (not shown) are further collectively operable to allow the second 
access to continue based at least partially on at least one of the first pass code and a 
second pass code, one or more processors are further operable to receive the second 
pass code from the first access , prompting a participant to identify whether the 
conference bridge is to be secured (this step is implicit as the conference scheduler is 
providing pass code), receiving the pass code in response to the participant indicating 
that the conference bridge is to be secured, second access is based at least partially on 
the pass code from the first access when the conference bridge is secured, one or more 
processors (not shown) are further collectively operable to authenticate first and second 
access (figs. 1, 4, 6, paragraphs: 0006, 0011-0027, 0052-0054, 0064, 0067-0075). 

Regarding claim 22, Detampel teaches the following: receiving the second pass 
code (reads on PIN code as shown in fig. 6) from the first access during a conference 
call, the second pass code is different from the first access code (as shown in step 606 
of fig. 6), and prompting the second access for the second pass code (paragraph: 
0071 ); but he does not teach the following: requiring second pass code after the 
conference call begins and allowing the second access to continue upon the receipt of a 
pass code from the second access that is equal to the second pass code. 
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However, Susan teaches the following: requiring a pass code after the 
conference call begins between telephone users and allowing the access to continue 
upon receipt of a pass code from the access equal to the pass code (see abstract; col. 
5, line 59 - col. 6, line 3; col. 6 line 45-50; col. 8 lines 3-7; col. 1 1 lines 59-63). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to modify Detampel's system to provide for the following: requiring 
second pass code after the conference call begins and allowing the second access to 
continue upon the receipt of a pass code from the second access that is equal to the 
second pass code as this arrangement would facilitate verifying the participants are 
bona-fide participants to the telecommunication system after the call is established so 
that this would further increase security against abuse of telecommunication resources. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed on 5-9-2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Rejection of claims 1-7, 8-14, 15-21 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being obvious 
over Detampel, Jr. et al. (US 2001/0002927, hereinafter Detampel) in view of Susen et 
al. (US PAT: 7,035,386, hereinafter Susan): regarding rejection of claims, after reciting 
criteria for prima facie case of obviousness rejection, Applicant argues that "Applicant 
respectdully submits that the office action interprets the disclosure of Detampel) and 
Susen as disclosing, teaching or suggesting significantly more than what the references 
actually disclose or teach. First Office Action broadly asserts that "Detampel teaches 
establishing conference calls using pass codes ..." Office Action, page 4. In fact 
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Detampel describes a system where the participants (second access) may access a 
conference call by providing a single pass code (the PIN), which is selected by a 
subscriber (first access) when the subscriber access the system. The participant 
(second access) does not provide a PIN to the system multiple time (or two different 
pass codes). Thus, Detampel discloses that a participant (second pass) enters a single 
PIN to access conference call, but fails to discloses that the participant ... same or 
different PIN after the conference call begins in order to continue participating in the 
conference call. As a result, the extent of teachings of Detampel is limited to the use of 
a single pass code to control the initial access to the conference call by a participant 
(second access)". Regarding this, notwithstanding the applicants interpretation of 
Detampel reference contrary to what is stated is in the office action, Detampel teaches 
entering a first pass code at step 605 (fig. 6) and again prompted to enter a second 
pass code such as PIN at step 61 1 as indicated in fig. 6 (paragraphs: 0068-0071). 
Thus, Detampel teaches using pass codes for establishing conference calls as stated 
in the office action on page 4. On the other hand Susen teaches verifying participants 
to the telephone conference are authorized users by checking the pass codes such as 
voice samples at regular time intervals once the telephone conference call is in 
progress (col. 5, line 59 - col. 6, line 3). Therefore, Detampel in combination with 
Susen reads on applicants claim limitations recited in the claims as set forth in the office 
action above. 

Regarding Susen reference, Applicant argues that "In Susen, it appears that the 
voice recognition process is applied to the voice signals of the calling subscriber, not the 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,096 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2614 

called subscriber (or the participant in a conference call, as recited in Applicant's 
claims), thus, Susen is directed to the authorization (or continued authorization) of the 
calling or initiating subscriber - not the participant joining a conference call. Therefore 
Susen appears, at most, to teach ... not the continued authorization of a participant in a 
conference call using a second passcode in order to continue/maintain access to the 
conference call. Regarding this, Susen teaches verification of pass codes such as 
voice samples of both participants to a telephone conference call during the conference 
by verifying their voice samples at regular tine intervals (col. 1 1 lines 56-63). 

Applicant further argues that "there is no motivation, teaching or suggestion to 
combine these references to generate a method of multiple inputs and pass codes". 
Regarding this, as stated above, , Susen teaches verification of pass codes such as 
voice samples of both participants to a telephone conference call during the conference 
by verifying their voice samples at regular tine intervals (col. 1 1 lines 56-63) and 
Detampel reference teaches entering a pass code at step 605 (fig. 6) and again 
prompted to enter a second pass code such as PIN at step 61 1 as indicated in fig. 6 
(paragraphs: 0068-0071). Therefore, the combination of Detampel and Susen teaches 
applicant's claim limitations and motivation to combine the references is as stated in 
the office action above is to obtain increased security for use of resources required for 
telephone conference as taught by Susen (col. 8 lines 3-7). 

Regarding rejection of claims 2, 9, 6, Applicant argues that "since Detampel does 
not, in fact discloses that a participant enters two pass codes: a first pass code to 
access the conference call and second pass code to continue to access during a 
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conference call". Regarding this, notwithstanding the applicants interpretation of 
Detampel reference contrary to what is stated is in the office action, Detampel teaches 
entering a pass code at step 605 (fig. 6) and again prompted to enter a second pass 
code such as PIN at step 61 1 as indicated in fig. 6 (paragraphs: 0068-0071). Thus, 
Detampel teaches using pass codes for establishing conference calls as stated in the 
office action on page 4. On the other hand Susen teaches verifying participants to the 
telephone conference are authorized users by checking the pass codes such as voice 
samples at regular time intervals once the telephone conference call is in progress (col. 
5, line 59 - col. 6, line 3). Therefore, Detampel in combination with Susen reads on 
applicants claim limitations recited in the claims as set forth in the office action above. 

Regarding rejection of claims 3, 10, and 17, Applicant makes arguments similar 
to that made for claims 2, 9, 6 and response made therein holds good. 

Regarding claim 22, Applicant remarks that Susen does not appear to discloses 
any prompting to enter passcodes. This aspect is taught by Detampel as evidenced by 
steps 606 and 612 of fig. 6. Therefore, Detampel in combination with Susen teaches 
limitations of claim 22 as set forth in the office action above. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Melur Ramakrishnaiah whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8098. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 Hr schedule. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Curt Kuntz can be reached on (571) 272-7499. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Melur Ramakrishnaiah 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2614 



